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Abstract 
It is usually considered that personality can be described using five independent dimensions. Here we have asked of a group of 7 
evaluators, to relate, in a consensual manner, the descriptions of the others, performed spontaneously by 50 students, non-
specialists in psychology, with the dimension of the five-factor model. We obtain correspondence in 89% of cases, but with wide 
disparities between dimensions. If we take into account each of the facets dimension, we also note that none of these dimensions 
are declined in all of their facets. These results may suggest new studies that can exceed the number of dimensions, studies meant  
to cover all the components of each selected dimensions. Another lesson is drawn from these results is that: if we consider that 
the descriptions matched with the traits were made by students without special competence in the field of psychology traits, our 
results may also lead to questioning the scientific, versus naive character  of personality traits. 
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1. Introduction 
For researchers in the humanities and social sciences, the personality and the study of personality have 
always been an area of attraction, but also of debates and controversies. The theory that will truly launch the field of 
research is the lexical theory expounded by Allport and Odbert in 1936. For these authors, personality traits, as 
characteristic features of individuals, have a latent aspect which underlies the behavior. Such a view has two 
consequences: first the traits are not directly observable (it must be inferred from the observation of their events), 
and on the other hand it is possible, knowing the traits of an individual, to predict his behavior. From an operational 
perspective, these authors postulate that individual differences were, over time, encoded in the current language. 
After consulting two comprehensive English dictionaries, they extract 18,000 words describing personality, then  
from this huge list, they select 4500 adjectives likely could describe observable traits relatively stable. In the 1940s, 
Cattell continued this work. He organized the list of Allport and Odbert in 181 categories and asked the  subjects 
experienced to describe people they knew using these adjectives. Applying these data to factor analysis, he 
stabilized a model with 16 factors (Cattell, 1950) embodied in the 16PF questionnaire. After this other models were 
proposed. Eysenck (1967) and Gray (1982) have suggested the existence of 3 dimensions (extraversion / 
introversion, neuroticism / emotional stability, and  psychoticism / ego strength for Eysenck, anxiety, aggression and 
impulsivity for Gray). Cloninger (1986) was also initially established 3-dimensional or 3 temperaments (novelty 
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seeking, avoid danger and  reward dependence) but a few years later, it increased from 3 to 7 dimensions 
(Clonniger, Svrakic and Przybeck, 1993). However, currently the most popular model is the Five Factor Model 
(FFM) or Big Five (extraversion, agreeableness, conscientiousness, emotional stability and  openness), model 
mainly resulting from the reduction realized by Norman in 1963, on the 16 factors of Cattell, then by the work of 
Goldberg (1981) and Digman (1990). Despite regular reviews (McAdams, 1992, Block 1995, Bandura, 1999, Endler 
and Parker, 1992: Pasquier, 2007), this model is the subject of a quasi-consensus, as evidenced by Rolland (1994, 
p65), Caprara, Barbaranelli and Burgundy (1997, p13), Mignon and Mollaret (2006, p218) etc. 
In this theoretical context, marked by multiple debates, this study aims to start from a lexicon  to examine at what 
extent the description of  personality can refer to five factors, but instead of leaving, as Allport and Odbert (1936 ) in 
the dictionary, this work aims to examine the possible correlation between categories from self-and hetero-
spontaneous descriptions established  in 2008 by Mazilescu and Gangloff, and domains and facets of the tests 
belonging to the MCF: NEO PI R by Costa and Mc Crae (1998). 
2. Method 
Participants in this study are 7 PhD students which in the same time occupy the position of Assistants Professors 
in Romanian universities. To each participant were presented two documents: a document containing a brief 
description of the dimensions and facets of the five-factor model (see appendix), description from the manual of 
NEO PI-R, and a document with 46 personological categories issues of auto and hetero-spontaneous descriptions 
obtained in a previous study (Mazilescu and Gangloff, 2008). In the latter study, 50 students from different sector 
(excluding psychology) had a duty to perform, in writing and individually, three successive descriptions, freely 
using words and phrases they wanted: a description of a student that they were sympathetic, a description of a 
student that they considered antipathetic, and finally a description of themselves. From these 150 descriptions, 54 
categories had  been established  (46 psychological, 4 sociological and 4 biological). Finally we noted that the 46 
categories led to a psychological dichotomy: self-centered psychological descriptors (n= 5) and psychological 
descriptors related to situations of interactions with the others (n= 41). We have used here these 46 categories. 
In the present study the instructions were to find a match, first individually and then in groups (by consensus) 
between each personological category from spontaneous descriptions and a domain and / or a facet of the Big Five. 
Before starting this task, each participant had 15 minutes to read and familiarize with the meaning of the 
personological terms of the 5 factors model. Then, each person, individually, for 2 hours, established connections 
between the categories of free descriptions and facets / domains of the model. Then this the working group started 
(two sessions of 3 hours each separated by a pause of 2 hours), work in which each participants were presented the 
correspondence they had established and the arguments on the basis of which they had established.  
3. Results 
From a total of 46 categories, outputs of spontaneous psychological descriptions, 41 led to correspondence with 
the facets and / or domains of MCF (89.13% from the categories of spontaneous descriptions) and 5 remained 
unmatched (10.86%). Regarding the first 5 categories unmatched with MCF (Table 1), it is noteworthy that they 
cover only self-centered categories. 
Table 1. Categories unmatched with MCF 
 
Nr. Type of categories Categories 
1 Self-centered which has few flaws, who do not smoke, do not drink / that has many defects, who smokes, who drink 
2 Self-centered coquettish, always in fashion/ from not at all pretty, that does not bother to follow fashion 
3 
4 
5 
Self-centered 
Self-centered 
Self-centered 
who speaks so highly casting, tying his words and phrases / speaks in a very jerky  
carries on his hobbies and interests 
which had a happy childhood, a happy life / who had an unhappy childhood, an unhappy life 
 
As for answers correspondence, which relate only to situations of interaction, they are 3 types (see Table 2): 
 answers that indicated a facet of a domain of MCF: consensus level 1 (full consensus between a spontaneous  
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descriptor and a facet) with 33 occurrences, 
 answers which are indicated two sides of a domain of MCF: consensus level 2 (partial consensus with 
discussions on several aspects and decision to keep two facets for correspondence), with 3 occurrences, 
 answers that indicated a domain of MCF: consensus level 3 (minimum consensus with impossibility to agree on 
the facets and decision to choose the domain), with 5 occurrences 
 
Table 2. Distribution of correspondence between the categories from the free descriptions and domain and facets of the FFM 
 
An example of a column heading Correspondence with 1 facet 
of  FFM (consensus 1) 
Correspondence with 
2 facet of FFM  
(consensus 2) 
Correspondence with 1 
dimension of a domain of 
FFM (consensus 3) 
Number of psychological categories 
from spontaneous descriptions (N = 41) 
 
33 occurrences 
 
3 occurrences 
 
5 occurrences  
 
Specifically, we note (Table 3) that almost 32% of spontaneous descriptors have connections with 
Agreeableness, 24% with Consciousness, 22% with Extraversion, 17%, with the Openness, and only 5% with 
Neuroticism. All facets of the MCF are shown. 
 
Table  3. Distribution of consensus between evaluators. 
 
  Level 1         
(consensus 1 facet) 
Level 2             
(consensus 2 facets) 
Level 3         
(consensus domain) 
Total number of matches    
and percentages 
Neuroticism (N) 2 - - 2 (4,88%) 
Extraversion (E) 7 - 2 9 (21,95%) 
Openness (O) 
Agreeableness (A) 
Consciousness (C) 
Total 
6 
9 
9 
33 
- 
2 
1 
3 
1 
2 
- 
5 
7 (17,07¨%) 
13 (31,7%) 
10 (24,40%) 
41 (100%) 
 
Table 4. Correspondences between the psychological categories from spontaneous descriptions and Agreeableness 
 
Categories of spontaneous descriptions 
Domains FFM 
(Level 3 of 
consensus) 
Facets FFM  
(Level 2 of 
consensus) 
Facets FFM  
(Level 1 of 
consensus) 
 who do not judge people on their appearance, who do not have preconceptions, 
who do not catalog people / who judge people by their appearance, who has a 
lot of preconceptions, who catalog  people   
who do not always seek to know everything, who does not try to analyze people 
/ who always wants to know everything, who is inquisitive, prying, who likes to 
analyze people 
frank, sincere, who can be trusted, that its promises, good faith/ concealed, who 
can’t be trusted, who can’t be trusted, didn’t fulfill his promises, bad faith 
morally, loyal, who do not manipulate people/ careerist, who is ruthless, capable 
of anything to achieve its objectives, who manipulates the people  
who don’t gossip, don’t broadcast gossip, who keep a secret/ the gossip, who 
disseminates gossip, who cannot hold his tongue, who doesn’t keep a secret  
direct, that does not use gloves to put it / diplomat, who makes gloves to put it  
who knows how to behave as a friend (e), who is always there when you need 
him, that is reliable, who cares for others, reflecting the choices and opinions of 
others, altruistic / do not know how to behave as a friend (e), who is never there 
when you need him, unreliable, selfish, individualistic, that does not care about 
others, which do not take account of others’ choices and opinions  
who gives good advice, who listens and tries to understand others, which makes 
A 
 
 
A 
 
- 
 
- 
 
- 
- 
 
 
- 
 
- 
- 
 
 
- 
 
- 
 
- 
 
- 
- 
 
 
- 
 
A3A6 
- 
 
 
- 
 
A2 
 
A2 
 
A2 
A2 
 
 
A3 
 
- 
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sense / who cannot advise people who do not listen to others who doesn’t try to 
understand, that lacks of good meaning 
with which it is easy to agree / with which it is difficult to agree with  
who readily accepts people different from him, which never criticizes others, 
who seems to appreciate everyone, who easily forgives the faults of others/ who 
doesn’t like foreigners, people different from him, who always- criticizes 
others, who seems not love someone who doesn’t tolerate the faults of others 
 who is never ironic or sarcastic with others / who is often ironic and sarcastic  
modest, not arrogant at all, not at all pretentious, which is known for making 
fun of himself / proud, conceited, arrogant, that does not tolerate the slightest 
joke on him 
 
- 
 
- 
 
- 
 
- 
 
- 
 
- 
 
A4A5 
 
- 
 
A4 
 
A4 
 
- 
 
A5 
sensitive / insensitive 
Total 
- 
2 
- 
2 
A6 
9 
 
If we examine more finely which facets of each domain are selected from these correspondences, we observe: 
 for Agreeableness, Consciousness and Opening, 5 of 6 facets are systematically represented (see Tables 4, 5, 6). 
 for Extraversion (Table 7), appear facets E2 (Gregariousness), E3 (Assertiveness) and E6 (Positive Emotions); 
 and finally for Neuroticism (Table 8), only the facets N1 (Anxiety) and N2 (Angry) are chosen. 
 
Table 5. Correspondences between the psychological categories from spontaneous descriptions and Consciousness 
 
Categories of spontaneous descriptions 
Domains FFM 
(Level 3 of 
consensus) 
Facets FFM  
(Level 2 of 
consensus) 
Facets FFM  
(Level 1 of 
consensus) 
who has many skills, who learns well, which has good results at university / 
who has few skills, who has not good results 
very organized / disorganized  
conducting an orderly life / who leads a dissolute life, superficial   
which is always punctual, which is never punctual  
courteous, who always says hello, who always speaks in a suitable way, never 
use slang words or say rude / uncourteous, who never says hello, which 
employs a lot of slang, which is often said profanity 
ambitious, who loves challenges and competition / who is not ambitious, who 
does not like challenges or competition  
who always wants everything, even the impossible/ adapts its desires to opport 
who has overcome his problems, who found its way, which has a clear image of 
himself, which is autonomous, responsible / who has not been able to solve its 
problems, yet which has not found its way, which has a confused image of 
itself, lack of confidence in himself, which is not independent 
lazy, not workers, not persevering, not conscientious, who rarely goes after it 
starts, which simply little, undemanding / worker, which is never lazy, 
persevering, conscientious, going after it begins, demanding, perfectionist 
that is childish / the mature 
- 
 
- 
- 
- 
- 
 
- 
 
- 
 
- 
 
- 
 
- 
- 
 
- 
- 
- 
C3C5 
 
- 
 
- 
 
- 
 
- 
 
- 
C1 
 
C2 
C2 
C2 
- 
 
C4 
 
C4 
 
C5 
 
C5 
 
C6 
Total 0 1 9 
 
Table 6. Correspondences between the psychological categories from spontaneous descriptions and Openness 
 
Categories of spontaneous descriptions Domains FFM 
(Level 3 of 
consensus) 
Facets FFM  
(Level 2 of 
consensus) 
Facets FFM  
(Level 1 of 
consensus) 
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stubborn person, who rarely has changes of opinion, that doesn’t tolerate 
being wrong, grade, inflexible/ hose, who is not at all stubborn, who readily 
accepts change of opinion, which accepts 'wrong, which recognizes its errors  
a dreamer, an idealist who has many illusions / realistic  
 who has a lot of imagination / who has little imagination 
who has good taste / bad taste that has  
stimulating, dynamic, moving forward, which is always open to new ideas, 
who fears nothing, who can always make do, which fits easily / little 
stimulant, lack of dynamism, courage, who is afraid of everything, who can 
never get by, which adapts easily  
intelligent, who is very shrewd, who analyzes things well, that says something 
interesting, relevant / not smart, short-sighted, who can not analyze things, 
saying things rarely interesting and relevant 
deep, which believes in the spiritual / superficial 
O 
 
 
- 
- 
- 
 
- 
 
 
- 
- 
- 
 
 
- 
- 
- 
 
- 
 
 
- 
- 
- 
 
 
O1 
O1 
O2 
 
O4 
 
 
O5 
O6 
Total 1 0 6 
 
Table 7. Correspondences between the psychological categories from spontaneous descriptions and Extraversion 
 
Categories of spontaneous descriptions Domains FFM 
(Level 3 of 
consensus) 
Facets FFM  
(Level 2 of 
consensus) 
Facets FFM  
(Level 1 of 
consensus) 
which is easily trust, who trusts easily, talking easily to him, who is trying to 
hide his feelings or her feels / that never trusts, which never reveals anything 
about him, trying not to hide feelings and what he feels  
sympathy, pleasant, friendly, very sociable, with whom we feel good, that has 
many friends, we love easily, warm, kind / of unpleasant, disagreeable, little 
friendly, very sociable, we do not want to go, we love hard, cold, nasty 
 who integrates easily / difficult to integrate 
who likes to have friends who do not like loneliness / lack of friends that do 
not disturb, who loves solitude; 
who has a strong personality, who has ideas of his own, who always manages 
to win, which is authoritarian / has little personality, who is erased, who can 
not prevail, who is not authoritarian, which repeats the views of others 
who has a special character, special, unusual, difficult to understand / that has 
a standard character, unremarkable and easy to understand 
very communicative, extravert, very talkative, who monopolizes the 
discussion, not shy, that one remark who likes to draw attention to him / 
uncommunicative, introverted, shy, discreet, who speaks little, we did not 
notice, who does not draw attention to himself 
an optimist who has a gay character, who loves life and tries to enjoy all the 
joys and all the happiness it can bring / pessimist, who has a sad time, with 
great principles, who does not dares or does not know enjoy life 
who jokes, laughing easily at the jokes of others/ who jokes, laughing rarely 
E 
 
 
E 
 
- 
- 
 
 
- 
 
- 
 
- 
 
 
- 
 
- 
- 
 
 
- 
 
- 
- 
 
 
- 
 
- 
 
- 
 
 
- 
 
- 
- 
 
 
- 
 
E2 
E2 
 
 
E3 
 
E3 
 
E3 
 
 
E6 
 
E6 
Total 2 0 7 
 
Table 8. Correspondences between the psychological categories from spontaneous descriptions and Neuroticism 
 
Categories of spontaneous descriptions Domains FFM 
(Level 3 of 
consensus) 
Facets FFM  
(Level 2 of 
consensus) 
Facets FFM  
(Level 1 of 
consensus) 
calm, tranquil, weighted, which is never pressed, never impatient / which is 
excessive, restless, who hates wasting time, which is always in a hurry, always 
 
- 
 
- 
 
N1 
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impatient, hates waiting  
very envious / envious of which is never more 
 
- 
 
- 
 
N2 
Total 0 0 2 
4. Conclusions 
Studies of personality traits have reached in a quasi-consensus that personality could be described with the aid of 
five independent dimensions. We see here that the correspondences of spontaneous descriptions with these five 
dimensions reaches in 89% of cases. However, all the dimensions do not have the same saturation. It is thus noted 
that neuroticism received only a particularly low number of choices. If we analyze more precisely the distribution of 
correspondence, it is also seen that is to say if it penetrates further dimensions to arrived to the facets, none of the 
dimensions is broken down into all of its facets. The three dimensions to get the the most matches (Agreeableness, 
Consciousness and Openness) each have a facet not shown; extraversion is represented by only half of its facets, and 
Neuroticism as two of its six facets. These results may suggest new studies that can exceed the number of 
dimensions, studies meant  to cover all the components of each selected dimensions. 
Another lesson from these results comes from the proceedings leading to their achievement. Recall that we started 
from spontaneous descriptions made by 50 students from different fields apart from psychology that is to say by 50 
students without special competence in the field of psychology traits. However, as we just noted, we obtain 
mappings in 89% of cases. This raises the question of the scientific status of psychology traits ... 
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